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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

 
The General Management Plan / Environmental 
Impact Statement for Big Bend National Park 
represents thoughts presented by the National 
Park Service, Native American groups, and the 
public. Consultation and coordination among 
the agencies and the public were vitally 
important throughout the planning process. The 
public had two primary avenues by which it 
participated during the development of the plan: 
participation in public meetings and responses 
to newsletters. 

PUBLIC MEETINGS AND NEWSLETTERS 

Public meetings and newsletters were used to 
keep the public informed and involved in the 
planning process for Big Bend National Park. A 
mailing list was compiled that consisted of 
members of governmental agencies, nongovern-
mental groups, businesses, legislators, local 
governments, and interested citizens. 
 
The notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement was published 
in the Federal Register on May 3, 2000. A 
newsletter issued in May 2000 described the 
planning effort. Public meetings were held 
during May 2000 in Study Butte/Terlingua, 
Alpine, Sanderson, and Austin and were 
attended by 63 people. A total of 80 electronic 
and mailed comments were received in response 
to that newsletter. The National Park Service 
also met with city, county, and state agencies. In 
July 2000 the park held meetings in Mexico at 
Santa Elena, San Vicente, and Boquillas del 
Carmen. These meetings were attended by 
nearly 40 people. The National Park Service 
received comments in the meetings and in the 
response to the newsletter, and these comments 
were incorporated into the issues for the plan. 
 
A second newsletter distributed in June 2001 
described the draft alternative concepts for 
managing the national park. A total of 120 
electronic and mailed comments were received 
in response to that newsletter. A number of 
letters favored only minimal changes to the 
current management of the park. Other people 

favored more visitor amenities, such as more 
recreational vehicle camping areas, trails, etc., 
while others favored removal of park develop-
ment from areas of the park like the Chisos 
Basin. 

CONSULTATION 

Section 106 Consultation 
 
Agencies that have direct or indirect jurisdiction 
over historic properties are required by section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended (16 USC 470, et seq.) to take 
into account the effect of any undertaking on 
properties eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. To meet the requirements of 36 
CFR 800, the National Park Service sent letters 
to the Texas historic preservation office and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on 
May 15, 2000, inviting their participation in the 
planning process. Both offices were sent all the 
newsletters with a request for comments. 
 
Under the terms of stipulation VI.E of the 1995 
programmatic agreement among the National 
Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, and the National Conference of 
State Historic Preservation Officers, the 
National Park Service, “in consultation with the 
SHPO, will make a determination about which 
are programmatic exclusions under IV.A and B, 
and all other undertakings, potential effects on 
those resources to seek review and comment 
under 36 CFR 800.4-6 during the plan review 
process.” 
 
In the following table the specific undertakings 
are listed, along with the National Park Service’s 
determination of how those individual under-
takings relate to the 1995 Programmatic 
Agreement. 
 
The Texas historic preservation office con-
curred that the NPS preferred alternative would 
not impact known cultural resources. In areas 
where there may be undiscovered resources or 
sites with undetermined National Register of  
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TABLE 11: ACTIONS THAT MIGHT AFFECT CULTURAL RESOURCES AND ASSOCIATED COMPLIANCE 

REQUIREMENTS  
(Requirements of the Texas Historic Preservation Office and/or the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation) 

 
Action Compliance Requirement 

Adaptively use Barker Lodge for housing Further SHPO review may be necessary at the scoping, conceptual, 
and possibly at the design stage of the project. 

Development at Buttrill Spring No further SHPO review necessary unless it is determined that the 
spring and its features are eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places or it is determined that visitation to the spring 
would impact archeological resources. 

Removal of one NPS employee residence 
and NPS “bunkhouse” 

No further SHPO review necessary. 

Construct new visitor center  No further SHPO review unless eligible National Register of 
Historic Places archeological sites are impacted by construction. 

Relocation of campsites at Rio Grande 
Village and Cottonwood Campground 

No further SHPO review unless eligible National Register of 
Historic Places archeological sites are impacted by construction or 
sites would impact cultural landscapes. 

Construct new storage warehouse at 
Panther Junction 

No further SHPO review unless eligible National Register of 
Historic Places archeological sites are impacted by construction. 

Construct new employee housing at Rio 
Grande Village, Castolon, and 
Persimmon Gap 

No further SHPO review unless eligible National Register of 
Historic Places archeological sites are impacted by construction or 
sites would impact cultural landscapes. 

Construct fire bays at Rio Grande Village 
and Castolon  

No further SHPO review unless eligible National Register of 
Historic Places archeological sites are impacted by construction. 

Relocation of Maverick entrance station No further SHPO review unless eligible National Register of 
Historic Places archeological sites are impacted by construction. 

Rehabilitate visitor center No further SHPO review necessary unless the building is 
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or 
is a part of a cultural landscape. If so, further consultation would 
be necessary to protect the landscape and the character-defining 
features. 

Identification and evaluation of 
potentially eligible cultural landscapes 
and resources. 

Further SHPO review and consultation necessary to determine if 
any of the cultural landscapes or properties are potentially eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
Historic Places eligibility, the National Park 
Service has developed a plan that would 
preserve or avoid cultural resources. The state 
historic preservation officer has asked to be 
consulted during any inventory work to deter-
mine whether cultural resources are present and 
to determine their eligibility and any effect. 
 
 
Consultation with Native Americans 
 
Letters were sent to the following Native 
American groups on May 15, 2000, to invite their 
participation in the planning process: 
 

Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 

Blackfeet Tribe 
Caddo Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
Jicarilla Apache Tribe 
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
Comanche Indian Tribe, Oklahoma 
Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas         

 
The tribes were briefed on the scope of the 
planning project and the preliminary alternatives 
by newsletter and follow-up telephone calls 
soliciting comments. Oral comments by some 
tribes included recommendations to maintain 
the park as it is; other tribes had no comments at 
this time. The Mescalero Apache commented 
that traditional cultural properties be identified 
and protected and that interpretation takes in 
the Native American viewpoint. Conversations 
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have been ongoing throughout the planning 
process to inform the tribes about the progress 
of the plan and identify how and to what extent 
they would like to be involved. The listed tribes 

were sent a copy of the draft plan. This was 
followed by telephone calls to the tribes. There 
were no comments from the tribes at this time. 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DOCUMENT 

 
This section contains a summary of comments 
received through public meetings, letters, and e-
mails after the Draft General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for Big 
Bend National Park was released on June 11, 
2003. The Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations that implement the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provide 
guidance on how an agency is to respond to 
public comments (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations, section 1503.4.1-5).  
 

(a) An agency preparing a final 
environmental impact statement shall assess 
and consider comments both individually 
and  collectively, and shall respond by one or 
more of the means listed below, stating its 
response in the final statement. Possible 
responses are to 
 

(1) Modify alternatives including the 
proposed action. 
(2) Develop and evaluate alternatives not 
previously given serious consideration by 
the agency. 
(3) Supplement, improve, or modify its 
analyses. 
(4) Make factual corrections. 
(5) Explain why the comments do not 
warrant further agency response, citing the 
sources, authorities, or reasons which 
support the agency’s position and , if 
appropriate, indicate those circumstances 
which would trigger agency reappraisal or 
further response. 

 
The National Park Service considered all written 
comments according to the requirements of 40 
CFR 1503. 
 
A notice of availability of the draft document 
was published in the Federal Register on June 11, 
2003 (Federal Register Vol. 68, No. 112). About 
750 copies of the draft were distributed to 
government agencies, organizations, public 
interest groups, and individuals. In addition, the 
complete text of the Draft General Management 

Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement was 
posted on the NPS Web site. 
 
The National Park Service held four public 
meetings in Dallas, Houston, Alpine, and Study 
Butte in July 2003. Postcards giving the time and 
location for each meeting were sent out to the 
mailing list and to the Friends of Big Bend 
National Park at their request. There were a total 
of 91 people at these four meetings. In general, 
the comments at the public meetings sought 
clarification of the various alternatives, with 
some discussion on the pros and cons of each 
alternative. Many questions centered on 
retaining or removing the lodging unit in Chisos 
Basin. Comments were also made concerning 
how and when the park would receive funding 
to carry out implementation of the approved 
alternative.      
 
A total of 75 comment forms, letters, and 
electronic messages were received from 
individuals in response to the draft; of these, 18 
were form letters. Twenty comment letters were 
received from governing bodies, government 
agencies, organizations, and organized interest 
groups during the comment period. Written 
comments were accepted through August 29, 
2003. All letters from governing bodies, 
government agencies, and organizations as well 
as substantive letters from individuals are 
reproduced on the following pages.  

CHANGES RESULTING FROM 
COMMENTS 

In response to public comments, the National 
Park Service has decided not to remove the 
lodge unit from Chisos Basin in its preferred 
alternative. If a water shortage occurs in the 
Basin then facilities, concessions, and the NPS 
campground could be closed on a temporary 
basis. Also the National Park Service could build 
additional housing units in Panther Junction to 
accommodate NPS needs, as well as those of the 
Border Patrol and the concessioner. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DOCUMENT 

 
Following are reproductions of letters from all 
agencies and letters from all organizations and 
individuals that had with substantive comments.  
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1.

Response to International Boundary and Water
Commission Letter

1. Thank you for your review and comment on the Draft
General Management Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement. Additions have been been made to the "Purpose
of and Need for the Plan," chapter in the "Laws, Policies,
and Mandates" section to reflect the IBWC's mission and
reaffirm the commitment of staff at Big Bend National Park
to work with the commission on issues of concern to the
commission.
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International and Federal A
gencies

2. 2. The additional information you provided on flows at
Candelaria has been added to "Environmental
Consequences" chapter under "Methods for Analyzing
Impacts," "Upstream of the Rio Grande."
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Response to Big Bend Resorts Letter

1. When known, the plan uses actual counts for analysis pur-
poses.

1.
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2.
2. In the section of the plan on "Laws, Policies and Mandates"

in the table with "Visitor Understanding and Park
Requirements" the requirement to do an updated visitor sur-
vey has been added.
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3.
3. The preferred alternative has been modified to reduce, if not

eliminate, this impact.
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4.

4. The National Park Service would encourage additional
development to be done outside park boundaries. During
the development of the range of alternatives, consideration
was given to expanding concession facilities in Panther
Junction and other locations in the park. Without detailed
analysis, it was determined that such actions in conjunction
with other potential development could be stressful on the
natural resources of the park, especially water. Further, such
development could be subject to flash flood hazard. Also the
level of proposed development in the park seemed adequate
to meet the needs of visitors and park staff for the life of this
plan.

In addition the Park Service examined the replacement of
the Panther Junction service station/convenience store, and it
will be part of the new concessions contract prospectus. The
Park Service does not regard this as new development but as
replacing an aging, out-of-date structure with a modern facil-
ity that will meet the demands of current and future visitors.
The footprint will not be any bigger than the current devel-
opment if you include the housing that used to be behind the
current facility. Rather than have an automobile service bay, it
will have public showers and more retail space as there are
auto mechanics in the gateway communities now. They will
still fix flat tires in the new facility, but there will not be full
mechanic service.
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5.

6. The current operation is a viable one with 25 sites. It will
also be viable with 30 sites in an attractive, up-to-date RV
park. The draft alternative B calls for an increase of up to
40% in size with a total of 30 sites available. NPS conces-
sions policy requires that the overall contract provide a rea-
sonable opportunity for the concessioner to make a profit,
not for every facility or aspect of the operation to make a
profit. The park is also considering turning the Rio Grande
Village NPS campground over to the concessioner in the
new contract, but a final decision has not been reached on
that. The overall contract will provide ample opportunity for
a reasonable profit.

Also, the National Park Service determines the appropriate
level of commercial development in a park, not the current
concessioner. When that determination has been reached,
then the prospectus is released for bids.

6.

5. The National Park Concessions Inc. Foundation approved
$600,000 to be spent to build two new duplex units that will
provide eight bedrooms at Panther Junction. The park has
this money in hand. 

The design is from the NPS Prototype Design Catalogue —
Housing for Trailer Replacement — Permanent 2-Plex, pages
12 and 13. The construction of new concessions housing is
part of the concessions contract, which is currently on a
three-year extension. Their new contract will also call for
trailer replacement housing. This is not really new develop-
ment, but, again, the replacement of very old facilities (trail-
ers) with modern housing. This is NPS concessions policy.

Only two units have been approved, but the park  also
applied for a dorm-style building and a recreation hall. Again,
the contract calls for this and they will be in Panther Junction.
National Park Concessions Inc. is also working with the park
on building housing outside of the park but, as the only 24/7
operation in the park, the concessioner has to have most of
their employees housed in the park.
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7.

7. The plan does not propose to locate concessioner employee
housing outside the park. Rather than requiring the conces-
sioner to build any housing outside the park, the National
Park Service is encouraging the concessioner to do so.
Concessioner housing levels in the park would remain
roughly the same as they are now with most of the housing
in the park. Having housing outside the park would add an
additional operational cost that would be taken into consid-
eration during the financial analysis aspect of the prospectus
development.
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1.

Response to National Parks Conservation Association
Letter

1. Preparation of a comprehensive interpretive plan has been
added to the "Laws, Policies and Mandates, Visitor
Understanding and Park Use Requirements" section.

2. Please see the Draft General Management Plan, pages 
12 and 1

3. The revision has been made.

4. Management of riparian vegetation and exotic species is
governed by laws, policies, and mandates of the federal gov-
ernment and the National Park Service. They are not beyond
the scope of NPS management. In fact, wetlands (including
riparian areas) are an impact topic in the document.
Therefore, the paragraph on riparian vegetation has been
deleted.

Because management of exotic species is governed by laws,
policies, and mandates, and no proposals of the general
management plan alternatives would necessitate further
action, exotic species are not an impact topic in the General
Management Plan /Environmental Impact Statement.

2.

3.

4.
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5. 5. See the "Laws, Policies, and Mandates — Wetlands, and
Exotic Species," and "Mitigation and Additional Studies"
sections. 

6. 6. The park staff has listed the plans they find most necessary
under "Laws, Policies and Mandates," and "Mitigation and
Additional Studies." The need for a comprehensive interpre-
tive plan was added to the "Laws, Policies, and Mandates"
section. Cultural landscape studies are addressed in
"Mitigation and Additional Studies" section. At the end of
each alternative, under "Estimated Costs," is the percentage
increase in employees that would be needed to implement
the alternative.
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7.

7. In the "Laws, Policies and Mandates," "Visitor Understanding
and Park Use Requirements," section (page 33 in the draft
plan), the last bullet describes the approach that will be taken
regarding carrying capacity.

8.

8. According to NPS Management Policies 2001, lands within
authorized park boundaries can be acquired or managed using
methods that protect the park's resources. On lands within the
authorized boundary that have not been acquired, the National
Park Service would seek, in cooperation with landowners, to
provide appropriate protection measures. For example, both
the inholdings near Persimmon Gap and the Pitcock Ranch are
already within the approved park boundary. The park staff
would attempt to acquire them should the opportunity arise. 

As part of the planning process, the National Park Service is
required to identify and evaluate boundary adjustments that
may be necessary or desirable to carry out the purposes of the
park unit. As found in NPS Management Policies 2001, section
3.5, boundary adjustments may be recommended to:

• Protect significant resources and values, or to enhance oppor-
tunities for public enjoyment related to park purposes;

• Address operational and management issues, such as the need
for access or the need for boundaries to correspond to logical
boundary delineations such as topographic or other natural
features or roads; or

• Otherwise protect park resources that are critical to fulfilling
park purposes.

During the course of the planning process it was determined
that no lands outside Big Bend National Park met the above-
mentioned criteria. This finding will serve as guidance for up
dating the park's Land Protection Plan.

See the "Ideas Suggested and Eliminated from Further
Consideration" section (page 75 in the draft document), which
found that the lands of Christmas Mountains were  "protected
by a strict conservation easement, and that the easement
remains in place regardless of ownership. The easement will
protect the park viewshed and the Christmas Mountains from
any development."
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9.

10.

9. In all alternatives including no action, the park has under-
taken and continues to undertake a series of measures
designed to better protect park resources and provide for
enhanced visitor safety. The park's goal is to eliminate cross-
border illegal activities and to provide sufficient law enforce-
ment presence to deter such activities. The partnership
between the U.S. Border Patrol and the park would be
strengthened to provide for additional security. The park
continues to upgrade communication capability and other
equipment necessary to accomplish this task.

10.  The intensity definitions for water quantity have been
revised. The suggested change in intensity level has been
made.

11.  The statement on page 149 (in the draft plan) refers to
existing conditions at the park and not the preferred alter-
native for cultural resources. By following laws, regulations,
and policy, the National Park Service will continue to pro-
tect and preserve all significant cultural resources in the
park.

11.
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Response to Sierra Club Letter

1. Rio Grande and other riparian/wetland ecosystems.
Please see the "Wetlands" section in the "Laws, Policies and
Mandates," section of the "Purpose of and Need for the
Plan" chapter (page 21 in the draft document). The National
Park Service is required by law, policy, and executive order
to protect wetlands. Actions that the Park Service will take to
comply with these mandates are listed in that section.

The preferred alternative (alternative B) proposes finding a
separate source of water for human use at Rio Grande
Village and relocating some campsites farther from the gam-
busia pond. This would, in addition to eliminating the
source of impacts on the gambusia, improve the condition of
the pond and associated wetlands.

Chisos Basin. Most of the Chisos Basin is in designated
wilderness and is protected. Alternative C in this General
Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement propos-
es removing all development from the Basin except the main
road, a parking area, and a restroom. This alternative
received almost no support from the public. Objections
included that it would eliminate the only non-camping
overnight accommodations in the park and make it more
difficult for many people to visit. Chisos Basin is a favorite
area of visitors. The plan's preferred alternative, alternative
B, proposes no additional development in the Basin and
proposes removing one NPS employee residence and an
NPS bunkhouse (and relocating them to Panther Junction).

Rio Grande Wild and Scenic River Plan. The draft man-
agement plan states (pages 15-16) that "The GMP proposes
no actions that could adversely affect the values that qualify
the Rio Grande River for the national wild and scenic river
system. None of the actions proposed in this draft General
Management Plan conflict with the draft river management
plan." The Rio Grande Wild and Scenic River (WSR) is a
separate unit of the national park system. The WSR plan,
including objectives for managing the river, will govern how
the river is managed. The General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement for Big Bend will 

Response 1 continues on next page.

1.

2a.
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cover management of the park up to the river. Both units
are managed by the staff at Big Bend National Park. This
means that there is no need for a separate document to rec-
oncile the GMP and the WSR plan.

2a. Air Quality. Please see pages 12 and 13 of the draft docu-
ment that describe the park's air quality monitoring pro-
gram, the park's ongoing negotiations with Mexico, and the
ongoing cooperation with the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality, NPS Air Resources Division, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Page 13 states that
the impact topic was dismissed because "There are no gen-
eral management plan proposals that, when considered
along with required mitigation, would further impact air
quality." 

Page 23 of the draft document describes specific actions
that National Park Service will take in cooperation with the
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality and the
Environmental Protection Agency to monitor air quality
and ensure that it will be maintained at the cleanest level
possible.

2b. Water quality. Page 13 of the draft document explains that
the park has developed a "Water Resources Management
Plan" that describes strategies the park staff will employ to
address, among other issues, water quality. Actions pro-
posed in the general management plan might impact water
quality positively by raising fuel tanks above the level of the
500-year floodplain or protecting them from the 500-year
flood. This would reduce the chances that fuel would enter
floodwaters. These beneficial impacts do not necessitate
addressing water quality further.

Page 18 of the draft describes specific actions that the
National Park Service will take, on its own or in coopera-
tion with others, to monitor and improve water quality.

Intrusive sounds. Please see page 25 of the draft document
for actions that will be undertaken to protect quiet and nat-
ural sounds.

Response 2b continues on next page.

2b.
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Riparian vegetation. This topic was not dismissed. Impacts
on riparian vegetation from implementing alternatives of the
plan are described in the "Environmental Consequences"
chapter under "Natural Resources, Wetlands." Additional
actions are described on page 21 of the draft.

Exotic species. Perhaps it was difficult to find the informa-
tion on page 19 in the draft document about exotic species
because it is combined with threatened and endangered
species. Actions that the Park Service will take regarding
exotic species were placed under a separate heading under
"Laws, Policies, and Mandates" in the final document. A
mitigating measure is on page 77 of the draft document
under "vegetation."

Vandalism, graffiti, and the illegal collection of plants
and animals. These are illegal activities that are prohibited
by law and policy. The park's interpretive program endeav-
ors to educate visitors about the impacts of these activities
and the fact that they are illegal. Apprehending and prose-
cuting people who engage in these activities is an ongoing
activity of law enforcement personnel.

Illegal grazing. This issue is beyond the scope of the gener-
al management plan because it is a law enforcement issue
for which direction is not needed. Law enforcement per-
sonnel simply need to continue to work with Mexican vil-
lages to educate them about  the consequences of allowing
their cattle to cross the border, enlist their cooperation, and
enforce existing park rules and regulations when and if cat-
tle do cross the border.

Current law enforcement efforts would continue under any
of the alternatives. Park staff would continue with both
education and enforcement actions. These include trespass
livestock roundups where the stock rounded up is confis-
cated, as well as such things as furnishing used fencing
materials to the Mexican ranchers so they use them to block
easily used access and crossing areas on the Mexican side of
the river. However, the closing of the border has severely

Response 2b continues on next page.
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impacted the ability of park staff to communicate with the
ranchers and protected area staff directly. Again, under any
of the alternatives, these efforts would continue. Although
park staff does not have control over Mexican livestock
when they are on the Mexican side of the river, it can and
does take action when livestock cross into the park.
Confiscating livestock, and not returning them to Mexico,
has proven to be a very effective method to raise awareness
and stop this destructive activity.

Reducing the irrigation at Rio Grande Village would not
have a significant impact, if any, on this issue. 

2c. This information comes from the approved 1984 wilderness
proposal. It is not a proposal of this plan. The National
Park Service is required to evaluate for wilderness designa-
tion lands added to units of the national park system. The
draft wilderness suitability assessment (appendix E, pg. 222
in the draft document) evaluates for wilderness values, all
lands added to the park since the 1984 Wilderness Study.
Most public comment has been opposed to designating
additional wilderness at the park.

There was no call for the reevaluation of the original 1984
wilderness proposal by anyone during the initial scoping
process. Comments focused only on the North
Rosillos/Harte Ranch addition and the possibility that all or
parts of it may be eligible for wilderness designation. The
park will do a wilderness study on the lands found suitable
for wilderness by the "Wilderness Suitability Assessment."

2d. Exotic Species. See response 2b, exotic species.

2e. Air and Water Issues. See responses 2a and 2b.

2c.

2d.

2e.
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3.

4.

3. A general management plan focuses on "what" the park
plans. Subsequent, separate plans that tier off the general
management plan will provide more detailed information on
"how" the National Park Service will accomplish these goals.
For instance, it would hardly be productive or effective to
threaten to sue a state agency in a general management plan
on the basis of what they may or may not do in the future.
See response 2a above regarding air quality, response 1
above regarding the wild and scenic river, response 1 above
regarding riparian vegetation, and response 2b above regard-
ing exotic species.

Water Quantity. Please see page 18 of the draft for specific
actions the Park Service will take to address water quantity.
Page 47 states that the park has already instituted a program
of conservation and visitor education on the need to limit
water use and the role of water in a desert environment. The
last paragraph on page 47 states that the Park Service would
continue coordination with agencies and other groups
regarding water quality and quantity in the Rio Grande. 

In alternative B, the preferred alternative, beginning on page
55 of the draft document, several actions would reduce park
use of water and have a positive impact on water quantity.
Actions mentioned in the preferred alternative include
reducing irrigation water use at Rio Grande Village by 59%,
phasing out plants that are heavy water users at Rio Grande
Village and Cottonwood Campground, relocating up to 15%
of NPS personnel to gateway communities, and removing
some development from Chisos Basin.

4. Please see the draft document page 25 for actions that will
be undertaken to protect quiet and natural sounds.

The only area that would receive any new use under alterna-
tives described in the draft document is the Harte Ranch - an
interpretive area in the Buttrill Spring area. The area is zoned
backcountry nonwilderness. There would be virtually no
impact on solitude from implementation of the preferred
alternative.

Response 4 continues onnext page.
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Most of the park is proposed wilderness under the park's
1984 "Wilderness Study/ Environmental Impact Statement."
The park manages these lands, most of the park, for their
wilderness values. Solitude is one of these wilderness values.
None of the alternatives in the draft plan propose to alter
management of the proposed wilderness. Therefore, the
wilderness value of solitude will not be impacted by the plan.

5. Air Quality. Please see response 2a, air quality.

6. Water Quality. Please see response 2b, water quality.

7. The wilderness suitability assessment is the initial step in a
process that is separate from the general management plan.
Park staff studied the two units that have been added since
the 1984 Final Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed
Wilderness Classification, applied the criteria in the
Wilderness Act, and found the acreage described in the
wilderness suitability assessment suitable for wilderness. The
"Draft Wilderness Suitability Assessment" is preliminary. Its
findings are provided in the document for public informa-
tion only. A wilderness suitability assessment does not
require that alternatives be formulated.

Approval of the general management plan will not constitute
approval of the wilderness suitability assessment. The wilder-
ness suitability assessment has not been approved by the
NPS regional director of the Intermountain Region or the
director of the National Park Service. If the wilderness suit-
ability assessment was approved by these officials, a wilder-
ness study would be undertaken. A notice of intent to pre-
pare an environmental impact statement on a wilderness
study would be published in the Federal Register. The notice
of intent would request that agencies and the public identify
issues to be addressed (scoping). The study would consider
alternative configurations of wilderness and would be
accompanied by an environmental impact statement. A
wilderness hearing would be held on the Draft Wilderness
Study / Environmental Impact Statement. Only after comple-
tion of the Wilderness Study / Environmental Impact
Statement and signing of a "Record of Decision" could there
be a wilderness proposal for the North Rosillos and Nine
Point units. Then Congress would have to act for wilderness
to be designated.

5.

6.

7.
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8.

9.

10.

8.  The Park Service does not send copies of the Federal
Register to members of the public. The Federal Register is
available at larger libraries and on line. The park would issue
press releases throughout any wilderness study process both
for general information and to announce public meetings.

9.  As shown on page 17 in the draft plan, this is an excerpt
from NPS Management Policies 2001. Determining specific
criteria for implementing this policy is not consistent with
the broad level of planning in a general management plan
(Director's Order 2). Such criteria would be developed by
resource professionals based on site-specific conditions at
the time of implementation of specific actions.

10. The general management plan is general and conceptual in
nature. The details of how and with whom the long-term
comprehensive plan for conservation and use of the Rio
Grande corridor would be developed will be determined as
part of a separate process.

11. The draft plan, pages 11 and 12, explains why the Mexican
long-nosed bat is not an impact topic.

12. Public notice will be given for any undertaking requiring it.

13. As explained on page 10 in the draft plan, these items are
beyond the scope of the general management plan.
However, the park is working with others to improve air
quality.

11.

12.

13.
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14.

15.

14.  The quotation for which you suggest revision is from the
NPS Management Policies 2001. The general management
planning team does not have the authority to change the
wording of these policies.

15.  According to NPS Management Policies 2001, lands within
authorized park boundaries can be acquired or managed
using methods that protect the park's resources. In lands
within a park unit's authorized boundaries that have not
been acquired, the National Park Service would seek, in
cooperation with landowners, to provide appropriate pro-
tection measures. For example, both the inholdings near
Persimmon Gap and the Pitcock Ranch are already within
the approved park boundary. The park staff will attempt to
acquire them should the opportunity arise. 

As part of the planning process, the National Park Service is
required to identify and evaluate boundary adjustments that
may be necessary or desirable to carry out the purposes of
the park unit. As found in NPS Management Policies 2001,
section 3.5, boundary adjustments may be recommended
to:

• Protect significant resources and values or to enhance
opportunities for public enjoyment related to park pur-
poses;

• Address operational and management issues, such as the
need for access or the need for boundaries to correspond
to logical boundary delineation such as topographic or
other natural features or roads; or

• Otherwise protect park resources that are critical to ful-
filling park purposes.

If the acquisition would be made using appropriated funds
and is not merely a technical boundary revision, the criteria
set forth by Congress at 16 USC 4601-9(c) (2) must be met.
All recommendations for boundary changes must meet the
following two criteria: 

• The added lands will be feasible to administer, consider-
ing their size, configuration, and ownership, and haz-
ardous 

Response 15 continues on next page.
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substances, costs, the views of and impacts on local com-
munities and surrounding jurisdictions, and other factors
such as the presence of exotic species; and 

• Other alternatives for management and resource protec-
tion are not adequate.

During the course of the planning process it was determined
that no lands outside Big Bend National Park met the above-
mentioned criteria. This finding will serve as guidance for up
dating the park's Land Protection Plan.

See the "Ideas Suggested and Eliminated from Further
Consideration" section (page 75 in the draft document),
which found that the lands of Christmas Mountains were
"protected by a strict conservation easement, and that the
easement remains in place regardless of ownership. The
easement will protect the park viewshed and the Christmas
Mountains from any development."

16. The National Park Service has analyzed an adequate range
of alternatives.

Preliminary alternatives were distributed to agencies and
the public in a newsletter in June 2001. Public comment on
the newsletter is summarized on page 193. No suggestions
for additional alternatives were made at that time. However,
suggestions were made that some actions should be
removed from the alternatives. The newsletter presented
four alternatives for consideration (no action and three oth-
ers). The actions below were in the preliminary alternatives,
but were removed based on unacceptable environmental
impacts and NPS staff reflection. Alternatives considered
but eliminated from further consideration, pages 74-75 in
the draft plan, discussed these and other alternatives/
actions that were considered but dismissed.

Alternative B in the newsletter proposed a relocated camp-
ground and amphitheater near Castolon in the mesquite flat
or southeast along the river from the existing campground.
At Castolon, it proposed relocating concessions housing out
of the historic district. At Rio Grande Village the gas station 

Response 16 continues on next page.
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and store would be relocated outside the 500-year flood-
plain. It considered encouraging the Texas General Land
Office to find a buyer for the Christmas Mountains tract
who would manage it to be compatible with park purposes.

Alternative C in the newsletter would have removed all con-
cession and NPS facilities from Chisos Basin except for the
campground and two NPS residences for law enforcement
and maintenance. The lodge and concession operations
would be relocated to an area between Basin Junction and
Panther Junction. If this were not feasible, there would be
no concession lodging in the park. The campground and
amphitheater near Castolon would be relocated to the
mesquite flat or southeast along the river from the existing
campground. The concessions housing at Castolon would
be moved out of the historic district. At Rio Grande Village,
campsites and certain park support facilities such as the visi-
tor center and housing would be relocated outside the 100-
year floodplain. At Rio Grande Village the gas station, store,
and park support facilities such as maintenance would be
relocated outside the 500-year floodplain, possibly at the
junction of the road to Boquillas. Also, NPS facilities at Rio
Grande Village would be reduced to five residences. Most of
Rio Grande Village would be managed under the backcoun-
try nonwilderness prescription. Concession facilities at Rio
Grande Village would be reduced to two residences. Most of
the land in the Harte Ranch area would be managed follow-
ing the wilderness prescription. It considered encouraging
the Texas General Land Office to find a buyer for the
Christmas Mountains tract who would manage it to be com-
patible with park purposes.

Alternative D would have undertaken the same actions at
Castolon as alternatives B and C. Most of the land in the
Harte Ranch area would be managed following the wilder-
ness prescription. It would enlarge the park boundary to
include the Christmas Mountains and seek funds for land
acquisition.
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17. The National Park Service has addressed all substantive
comments received as part of the NEPA process consistent
with CEQ regulations. Any substantive comments on the
Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement submitted by the public, agencies, and officials
have been addressed in the comment and response section
of this Final General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement. Any revisions to the alternatives based on
public comment and/or other considerations are described
in the final document.

18. Alternative B has been chosen as the environmentally pre-
ferred alternative based on criteria found in the National
Environmental Policy Act, Section 101 (b), as directed by
the CEQ “Forty Most Asked Questions”, 6a. These criteria
are listed on page 76 of the draft plan. The criteria include,
among other things, consideration of visitor use and expe-
rience as well as potential resource impacts.

19. Please see our response to item 15. Some of the actions
implied in the suggestion to add an alternative B1 were dis-
missed because of public comment. See sections on Chisos
Basin and Rio Grande Village on page 74 of the draft plan.

The National Park Service believes that it has considered
the full spectrum of reasonable alternatives for Big Bend,
and that no useful purpose would be served by evaluating
an alternative between B and C. In fact, many commenters
on the draft suggest that even alternative B is not practical
or feasible from an economic standpoint. 

20. Please see our response to item 7. The “Wilderness
Suitability Assessment” is part of a process that is separate
from the general management plan.

21.  Removal of the airstrip was not considered because park
staff finds it essential for park operations. The air strip is
essential for park operations in terms of search-and-rescue
operations, trespass livestock, and general law enforcement
including drug and undocumented alien interdiction. 

Response 21 continues on next page.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
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Retention of the airport within the park went through a
complete compliance review during which alternative loca-
tions were considered and dismissed due mainly to securi-
ty concerns for the aircraft if it was outside the park.

22.  Page 230 of the draft document, next to last paragraph,
explains why the alternative of relocating all facilities was
dismissed. That section of the document includes mitiga-
tion of the potential harmful effects of flooding.

Alternatives in the draft consider moving 15% of employee
offices and residences outside the park. It is felt that this is
a reasonable first step and the most that could be done dur-
ing the approximately 15-year life of the plan. Many
employees need to remain in the park to perform their
functions.

There are more than 80 buildings at Panther Junction.
Obtaining funding to relocate all of them over a period of
15 years is highly unlikely.

The "Appendix F: Statement of Findings for Floodplains
for Panther Junction," page 234, does state that, "If the
developed area is damaged by flooding or, as additional
facilities are developed outside the park, the park staff will
consider whether replacement facilities would best be sited
at Panther Junction, other locations in the park, or outside
the park."

23. CEQ Forty Most Asked Questions, # 3, defines no action
for updating a management plan as "'no change' from cur-
rent management direction or level of management intensi-
ty…continuing with the present course of action until that
action is changed."

Actions that will occur with or without the implementation
of an approved plan are included in the no-action alterna-
tive. For example, the park already has funding for design of
the two new buildings at Panther Junction. 

Whether a new plan is approved or not, the park must com-
ply with laws, executive orders, and policies. Relocation of

Response 23 continues on next page.

22.
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campsites at Rio Grande Village is needed to protect the
endangered fish, Big Bend gambusia. Executive Order
11998 and NPS guidelines require that fuel tanks be raised
above the level of the 500-year floodplain or protected from
the 500-year flood. Likewise, "inclusion of funds for con-
struction, rehabilitation, and restoration of park facilities to
maintain current health and safety standards" are appropri-
ate under "no change from current management direction."

24. Please see response 22.

25. At Rio Grande Village the preferred alternative would
reduce irrigation by 50% and phase out plants that are
heavy water users.

26. Regarding the inholdings, please see response number 15.
Regarding the landing strip, please see response number 21.

27. This information comes from the approved 1984 wilder-
ness proposal. It is not a proposal of this management plan.
See responses 2b (paragraphs 4 and 7) and 2c for additional
information. In a national park, all lands are protected to
some degree or another. There are no plans for any new
development of any of the land along the river south of the
river road under any of the alternatives. Some of this land
has been impacted over the years, particularly near the bor-
der crossings, and that is why it is not considered worthy of
wilderness designation. Just because land is not recom-
mended or designated as wilderness does not mean it is not
protected. The National Park Service was protecting land
for nearly 50 years before the Wilderness Act, including Big
Bend National Park.

24.

25.

26.

27.
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28. Please see the draft page 33, last bullet.

29. Generator noise is considered a park operational issue, and
in all alternatives the park staff has and continues to
enforce restrictions on noisy generators.

30. See response 21.

31. See response 15.

32. See response 21. 

33. See response 15.

34. According to NPS Director's Order 12, page 51, feasibility
is only one of the reasons for dismissing an alternative.
Other acceptable reasons include inability to meet project
objectives or resolve need; duplication with other, less envi-
ronmentally damaging or less expensive alternatives; and
too great an environmental impact.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.
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35.  See response 15. The owner of the land is the Texas
General Land Office. That office would be the appropriate
entity to determine if it wishes to provide copies of the
conservation easement to the public.

The National Park Service did indeed analyze the acquisi-
tion of the Christmas Mountains and the reasons for not
pursuing acquisition are clearly spelled out in the docu-
ment (see page 75 in the draft document).

36.  See response 18.

37.  A statement of findings for wetlands at Panther Junction is
included in the draft document on pages 219-235. The
planning team believes that the document, including the
statement of findings, is in compliance with the NPS guide-
lines for implementing Executive Order 11988. If the super-
intendent of Big Bend National Park, the chief of the NPS
Water Resources Division, and the director of the NPS
Intermountain Region agree with this finding, alternative B,
including the mitigation included in the statement of find-
ings, can be implemented. (Note: A final plan / environ-
mental impact statement, waiting period, and "Record of
Decision" on the final plan / environmental impact state-
ment are also required.)

38.  The disputed sections of the boundary are all relatively
minor, involve small areas of land, and are in the northwest
section of the park near the North Rosillos/Harte Ranch
addition as well as near Lajitas in the southwest part of the
park. Park staff simply needs to resolve these disputes so
that the park and its neighbors have an official, marked
boundary in these areas so each can pursue his own actions
without disputes about whose land one is on. We know of
no other "issues raised."

35.

36.

37.

38.
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39.  The National Park Service thinks that "moderate" accu-
rately describes the impact because 700 acres is a tiny por-
tion of the park. It may be more visible than other areas but
would not have a "major, long-term, beneficial impact" on
native vegetation. It would have only a local impact on
those areas. However, right below that section the Park
Service indicates that the impact on 638 acres at Rio
Grande Village would be a major, long-term impact. The
reason for the difference is that at Rio Grande Village there
are many more nonnative species in greater abundance
because of the effects of years of irrigation.

40.  Impacts on fragmentation have been added to impacts and
cumulative impacts. The National Park Service doubts that
there would be an appreciable difference in the incidence
of roadkill in alternative B relative to alternative A.
Development and levels of traffic would stay about the
same. In Alternative C, at Chisos Basin and Rio Grande
Village, where most development would be removed, there
could be a reduction in traffic levels resulting in fewer
roadkill in these localized areas. However, traffic levels
could remain the same there if reduced development sim-
ply attracted the same number of a different visitor type.

Big Bend gambusia and black capped vireo, the endangered
species that might be impacted by implementing proposals
in the general management plan, are not killed by automo-
biles. Therefore, impacts on threatened and endangered
species from road kill are not described. 

41. In its response to the draft document, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service said,

"Eliminating the groundwater pumping of Big Bend
gambusia habitat at Rio Grande Village may have bene-
ficial impacts on this species. We understand that the
park is committed to developing groundwater wells that
will use shallow aquifer water, eliminating the current
use of the deep, geothermal source that feeds the habi-
tat springs. Additionally, the removal of campsites near
the habitat springs and restoration to natural conditions
may further reduce potential impacts."

Response 41 continues on next page.

39.

40.

41.
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Note that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service says the actions
"may" have beneficial impacts. The Park Service believes
that the actions to eliminate groundwater pumping of habi-
tat and remove campsites near the habitat pond are the
more important actions in alternative C. The Park Service
does not think that removing the campground and other
facilities will constitute a major impact as suggested by
Sierra Club. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not
object to the Park Service's characterization of the effect as
moderate, and using the NPS intensity definitions, moder-
ate best represents the level of impact.

42. The comment is on a conclusion found in the "Comparison
of Impacts" table (3), which is based on the
"Environmental Consequences" section of the document.
The analyses of ethnographic resources in "Environmental
Consequences" section for alternative C provide the back-
ground and justification for this conclusion. 

43. See response 2b regarding exotic species.

44. See page 47 in the draft document under the "Throughout
the Park" section.

The park's resource management plan will be one of the
implementation plans of the general management plan. It
will describe in greater detail how wildlife populations will
be managed and research needed to obtain information to
better manage wildlife in the park.

The intensity definition for a major impact on wildlife, page
134 in the draft document, is "Impacts on wildlife and
habitats would be obvious, long term, and would have sub-
stantial consequences on wildlife populations in the
region." The Park Service does not agree that alternative C
would have a major impact.

45. See response 40.

42.

43.

44.

45.
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46. The park staff will pursue the purchase of water rights, and
any other legal mechanism that will leave water in the river.
It will also work cooperatively with other users to achieve
its goals. The National Park Service has a responsibility to
preserve and protect the river.

47. Language to this effect has been added to "Wetlands"
under "Laws, Policies, and Mandates" (draft document
page 21).

48. This is called for in the draft on page 28.

49. These issues are day-to-day park management issues rather
than GMP issues and are covered by NPS management
policies. Bear/human interaction is not much of a problem
at Big Bend because of the park staff's efforts to get ahead
of the issue when the bears originally returned from
Mexico. The park has had no serious encounters. 

Page 116 in the draft document explains what the Park
Service has done and is doing about the "infrequent inci-
dents between humans and large mammals."

50. Please see response 28. On page 47 of the draft, it is noted
that "The park has instituted a program of conservation
and visitor education on the need to limit water use and the
role of water in a desert environment."

51. The park does NOT propose to have hunting of mountain
lions within the park. To allow hunting, new legislation
would be required. The park's goal is to have mountain
lions throughout the park, not eliminate them. The sen-
tence on page 116 was deleted from the final plan.

52. The updated plan is described in the final document in the
"Introduction to the Alternatives" section.

53. The Park Service considered increasing the boundary of
the park and determined that such an action was not need-
ed.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52

45.

53
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54.  These are issues that law enforcement personnel at the
park are already dealing with.

At the end of each alternative is a section called "Estimated
Costs." The percentage increase in FTE (full-time equiva-
lent) employees includes additional law enforcement per-
sonnel where the park has deemed them to be needed.

55.  See response 3, water quantity.

56.  The required cumulative analysis is included in the draft.
Pages 131-32 has the cumulative impact scenario upon
which the cumulative impacts for each subtopic are based
(e.g., see pages 141-142 for cumulative impacts on soil for
alternative A).

57.  The Houston Sierra Club contends that impairment of
some resources is occurring, but it does not give its reasons.
It does state that the National Park Service is ignoring these
issues and not addressing them in the draft. Regarding air
quality, see response 2a; water quality, see response 2b;
water quantity, see response 3; riparian areas, see response
2b; and for wildlife resources see the pages listed in the
index under wildlife. 

In the professional judgment of the superintendent, Big
Bend National Park, no impacts of implementing the alter-
natives in the draft document would harm the integrity of
the resources and values, including the opportunities that
otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those
resources or values. Therefore, there would be no impair-
ment

The Houston Sierra Club does not state its reasons for
thinking that wildlife resources are being impaired. In a
park of about 801,000 acres, with about 660,000 of those
acres managed as wilderness, the National Park Service
does not think that there is any impairment of wildlife
resources. 

Page 18 of the draft calls for a study to determine the impact
on local aquifers "of Big Bend National Park, Big Bend 

Response 57 continues on next page.
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Ranch State Park, Black Gap Wildlife Management Area,
and gateway communities." This would help determine
indirect impacts, if any, on wildlife from water quantity
changes.

The National Park Service manages 118 miles of the Rio
Grande on the park's southern boundary. The only "devel-
oped areas" along this stretch of river are Rio Grande
Village and Cottonwood campground. These developments
are not of a scale that causes impairment of wildlife
resources. 

The National Park Service has added more of its past
actions and the past actions of others to the cumulative
impact scenario.

58. See page 213 of the draft document for the cover letter
from the state. Note that it requests that we not print the
list itself. See pages 215-218 of the draft plan for the list that
we compiled. In the draft plan, see page 12 for the reasons
that some state species were dismissed from further consid-
eration, and see page 19 for actions the National Park
Service would take to meet legal and policy requirements
related to threatened, endangered, and other special
species. Some of this information was updated in the final
document because additional information was received
from the state.

59. Standard dictionary definitions are adequate for under-
standing what is meant by these terms. Impacts in a general
management plan / environmental impact statement are
general and conceptual. These terms are meant to assist the
reader in understanding the relative intensities of the
impacts.

60. The Park Service thinks that the impacts on water quantity
are accurately characterized by the intensity definitions.  

58.

59.

60.
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61. See response 59.

62. The statement referenced on page 141, column 1, para-
graph 2, last sentence, of the draft document refers to
impacts of alternative A and not to cumulative impacts. On
page 142, paragraph 2, cumulative impacts have been iden-
tified as major and adverse. Language on page 142, para-
graph 2, has been revised to include impacts of livestock
trails in the cumulative analysis.

63. Traffic at Chisos Basin has not actually increased over the
last eight years. Chisos Basin used to be the site of a major
commercial horse-riding concession that corralled 50-75
horses. This was removed in the early 1990s, substantially
reducing vehicular traffic in the area 

In addition, at Chisos Basin, there are six employee housing
units, two employee dorms, 72 lodging rooms, a 65-site
campground, a restaurant, a small visitor center, and a small
store. Vehicular traffic has increased as development
increased over time, but speeds are low and current rates of
roadkill are relatively small.

Development in the park is relatively limited and concen-
trated in a few small areas. Habitat fragmentation is not a
major issue in this park of more than 800,000 acres.

64. The National Park Service describes cumulative impacts of
implementing alternative A on water quantity at Rio
Grande Village on page 144 in the draft document.

The impact analysis acknowledges adverse impacts associ-
ated with implementation of the plan alternatives.
However, in the professional judgment of the superinten-
dent, Big Bend National Park, no impacts of implementing
the alternatives in the Draft General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement would result in impair-
ment, i.e., harm the integrity of the resources and values,
including the opportunities that otherwise would be pres-
ent for the enjoyment of those resources or values. 

61.

62.

63.

64.
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65. 65.  Regarding the comment that alternative A is not a true "no-
action" alternative, see response 23.

Quantification of cumulative impacts on water quantity is
not possible for several reasons. First, data on current
affects of local users on aquifers is lacking. Consequently,
the National Park Service proposes to work cooperatively
with local users to determine effects on local aquifers (see
page 18 of the draft document). In addition, growth in
Brewster County has only amounted to a 16% increase in
population over the last 50 years. With a "straight line" pro-
jection, population growth over the next 20 years would
result in only a 6.4% increase in Brewster County. With
respect to development, past activity is not a reliable indica-
tor of future development levels. 

Efforts to increase water quantity in the river are also
described in the draft document, page 18.

The National Park Service describes the cumulative impacts
of implementing alternative A on water quantity at Rio
Grande Village on page 144 in the draft document. The
National Park Service stated that there would be no cumu-
lative impacts on water quantity in Oak Spring because the
spring originates in the Chisos Mountains within the park.
The impact analysis acknowledges adverse impacts associ-
ated with implementation of plan alternatives. However, in
the professional judgment of the superintendent, Big Bend
National Park, no impacts of implementing the alternatives
in the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement would result in impairment, i.e., harm the
integrity of the resources and values, including the oppor-
tunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment
of those resources or values.

66. In the cumulative impacts on floodplains the National Park
Service has quantitatively described the impacts of cattle
and sheep. The impacts of illegal cattle and sheep grazing
are no different than the impacts of cattle and sheep graz-
ing in general. Quantification of such cumulative impacts is
neither necessary nor especially valuable given the basic
purpose and need for the general management plan. The
NPS contribution to cumulative impact under alternative A
would be minimal.

66.
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67.  The quotation in the Sierra Club letter is not in the stated
location in the draft plan. When the National Park Service
states on page 147 of the draft plan that "The resources and
values of Big Bend National Park would not be impaired"
[emphasis added] as a result of implementing alternative A,
it is referring to natural resources. This section is about
impacts on natural resources. Buildings that might be dam-
aged or destroyed by flooding are not natural resources
and therefore do not meet any of the three criteria for
impairment. In other words, natural resources would not
be impaired by having buildings destroyed.

68.  See responses 1 and 2b. A clause has been added to the
cumulative impacts to make sure it is clear that NPS actions
have contributed to cumulative impacts on wetlands. The
draft document acknowledges, under impacts of alternative
A, "Wetlands, cumulative impacts" that "The past impacts
of agriculture, ranching, urbanization, and dam construc-
tion on wetlands covered wide areas and were major and
adverse…Impacts on wetlands of current and anticipated
future actions outside the park, in conjunction with the
impacts of alternative A and restoration at North
Rosillos/Harte Ranch, would be moderate, long-term and
adverse." 

In the view of the park superintendent, the damage to wet-
lands at Rio Grande Village (caused mostly by park visitors
and NPS irrigation) do not meet the criteria stated on pages
132 and 133 in the draft plan for a determination of impair-
ment. Degradation of resources does not necessarily mean
impairment. Impairment of resources depends upon the
impact intensity and its relationship to the three criteria for
impairment presented in NPS Management Policies 2001.

The wetlands that have already been lost are not impacts of
implementing the no-action alternative from plan approval
forward. The purpose of the impact analysis is mainly to
describe future impacts. The impacts of continuing current
management of wetlands in the park would affect wetlands
on one side of the river at Rio Grande Village and
Cottonwood Campground for less than 1 mile. Compared
to the 118 miles of river managed by the park a relatively

Response 68 continues on next page.

67.

68.
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small portion of riparian area has been damaged by visitor
use, irrigation, and trespass livestock. Although the National
Park Service wishes to improve the condition of all wet-
lands in the park, it does not agree that implementation of
alternative A would have a major impact on wetlands. 

The National Park Service agrees that wetlands require
maximum protection and mitigation.

69. Your statement has brought to the attention of the Park
Service an error in the draft document pages 147, 148 and
154. The purpose of the impact analysis is mainly to
describe future impacts. The section on impacts of alterna-
tive A should describe the impacts of continuing manage-
ment as at present with any foreseeable changes.
Continuing current management of wetlands in the park
would not use more water than is used at present.
Therefore, using the definitions of intensity of impacts for
water quality found on page 134 in the draft document, the
impact on wetlands would be negligible rather than moder-
ate as stated in the document or major as the Houston
Sierra Club suggests.

70. It is appropriate for a general management plan to say what
needs to be done without specifying how it will be done
(Director's Order 2).

The campsites to be relocated at Rio Grande Village are
close to the pond where Big Bend gambusia live. The
campsites will be moved farther from that pond. This is
stated in the draft document, for example on page 161.

The campsites to be relocated at Cottonwood
Campground are near the riverbank. The bank is caving in
some places.

69.

70.
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71. It is appropriate for a general management plan to say what
needs to be done without specifying how it will be done,
for example a trail's specific alignment (Director's Order 2).
The general impacts are included under impact topics such
as soils and visitor understanding.

Page 156 of the draft document states that 0.5-1 acre would
be impacted by the Buttrill Springs trail.

72. See response 70. Pages 77 and 78 of the draft document list
mitigation and additional studies that will be done when
implementing the general management plan.

73. Trail rehabilitation is ongoing and occurs all over the park
based on park assessment of need and availability of fund-
ing. According to NPS Director's Order 12, routine mainte-
nance and repairs of trails do not require an environmental
assessment or impact statement. In fact, trail maintenance
work is often undertaken to reduce impacts on soils such as
erosion.

74. In the view of the superintendent of the park, the impacts
on soils described in the impact analysis do not meet the
criteria stated on page 132 and 133 of the draft document
for a determination of impairment.

75. The act establishing the National Park Service calls for the
Park Service to manage for preservation and use of
resources. The use of Oak Spring is illustrative of the trade-
offs that the Park Service must make to comply with the
act. At Chisos Basin, visitors to the park use the water from
Oak Spring that would otherwise remain in associated wet-
lands or be used by wildlife. It is unfortunate that the
spring does not produce enough water to provide for the
desired human and wildlife uses at Chisos Basin. The Park
Service considered the alternative of removing almost all
development from the basin but determined that alterna-
tive C (which proposes removing this development) was
not the preferred alternative.

The Park Service is satisfied that the cumulative impact
analysis meets the requirements for this section.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.
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76.

77.

76. The Park Service does quantify this water use and make it
available to the public in the draft document (page 144).
The Park Service has acknowledged adverse impacts on
vegetation and water quantity. 

The impact analysis acknowledges adverse impacts associ-
ated with implementation of the plan alternatives. However,
in the professional judgment of the superintendent, Big
Bend National Park, no impacts of implementing the alter-
natives in the Draft General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement would result in impair-
ment, i.e., harm the integrity of the resources and values,
including the opportunities that otherwise would be pres-
ent for the enjoyment of those resources or values. 

77. Regarding impairment of floodplains, see response 66.
Regarding impairment in general see response 76, para-
graph 3.

78. Less than 10% of park land would be in management pre-
scriptions that would allow development in any alternative.
No additional development is proposed for alternative B
other than the actions that are discussed in the alternative
write-up. In this conceptual general management plan, it is
important to show areas of potential development to do
meaningful analysis. The precise acreages and location of
development will be determined when the plan is imple-
mented. However no more acreage will be developed than
is absolutely necessary to accomplish the actions specified
in the approved alternative. Most of the development
would occur in areas that have already been disturbed.

79. Visitation statistics can be found in the draft document on
pages 114-116. Other than unusual periods of extended
drought, the periods when the most water is used are from
mid-October through the holidays (Thanksgiving to New
Years), and during the spring and early summer before the
seasonal summer and early fall monsoon rains. The time
period varies year to year just like the weather. In 2003 the
park had 24.2 inches of rain in the Chisos Mountains.
Therefore, this year, there was not any period where nearly
all of the water was used from Oak Spring. Parks are natu-
ral areas and nature is dynamic; it changes.

78.

79.
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80. 80. See response 70.

81. Alternative B calls for more funding and additional staff to
address the park's natural resource needs.

82. It is appropriate for a general management plan to say what
needs to be done without specifying how it will be done,
for example mitigation of impacts on soils (Director's
Order 2). The general impacts are included under impact
topics such as soils and visitor understanding. General miti-
gation for soils is listed on page 77 of the draft document.
Specific mitigation needs will be determined by resource
professionals on a site-by-site basis during implementation
of the approved plan.

83. The beneficial impact on vegetation at Chisos Basin and
Rio Grande Village was characterized as major in the draft.
The Park Service thinks that the impacts on wildlife and
water quantity are accurately characterized by the intensity
definitions. An additional impact on wildlife from with-
drawal of irrigation water was added to the final document.
This impact is characterized as moderate, meaning readily
detectable, long term, and localized, with consequences at
the population level. The impact on water quantity at Oak
Spring in alternative C was characterized as major in the
draft document. The impact on water quantity at Rio
Grande Village was characterized as moderate for reduc-
tion in irrigation and major for cessation of human use of
spring water. The Park Service, having no information that
shortage of water has been a factor in its decline, thinks it is
doubtful that decreased use of the water at Oak Spring for
human use would impact the Black-capped vireo.
Regarding the intensity level described for Big Bend gam-
busia, see response 41. There would be no impact on the
floodplain at Oak Spring. The beneficial impact on the
floodplain at Rio Grande Village is characterized in the
draft document as major. The document characterizes the
impacts on wetlands at Chisos Basin and Rio Grande
Village as major.

The impact on vegetation at Rio Grande Village from with-
drawal of irrigation water from about 638 acres of exotic 

Response 83 continues on next page.

81.

82.
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vegetation in alternative C is characterized in the draft doc-
ument as major.

Irrigating less at Rio Grande Village will benefit native veg-
etation by reducing competition from exotic plants.

The impacts on wildlife in those areas are more accurately
characterized by the statement defining moderate — readi-
ly detectable, long term, and localized, with consequences
at the population level rather than the one defining major
— obvious and long term and would having substantial
consequences on wildlife populations in the region.

84. See responses 1 and 3, water quantity.

85. No additional development is proposed for alternative C
other than the actions are discussed in the alternative
write-up. In this conceptual general management plan, it is
important to show areas of potential development to do
meaningful analysis. The precise acreages and location of
development will be determined when the approved plan is
implemented. However no more acreage would be devel-
oped than is absolutely necessary to accomplish the actions
specified in the alternative. Most of the development will
occur in areas that contain previously disturbed soils.

86. Despite the fact that alternatives B and C contain a number
of different factors, it appears that visitor figures would
remain about the same. The key is that each alternative
would likely attract a different type of visitor.

87. Please note that, in alternative C, both visitor contact sta-
tions at Rio Grande Village and Chisos Basin, and the two
amphitheaters at those locations, would be removed. That
would directly reduce visitor opportunities to understand
the park's significance by severely reducing the number of
interpretive programs available to visitors as well as the
opportunity to ask questions of trained professional inter-
preters. The NPS position is better understood when this
statement is placed in the context of the full sentence,
which reads as follows: "Alternative C reduces the number
and types of visitor activities and in so doing reduces 

Response 87 continues on next page.

84.

85.

86.
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opportunities to understand the park's significance." Also
this alternative would reduce the opportunity for some
people to enjoy an overnight experience in the park.
Visitation could well remain the same for each alternative,
but alternative C might result in lessening the time that
some visitors would spend in the park.

88. NPS policy and legal mandates require that any cultural
resource that is listed on the National Register of Historic
Places or considered eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places be provided equal treatment
and consideration for Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and planning purposes. Thus Mission 66
structures and landscapes must be given equal considera-
tion along other eligible archeological features, structures,
and cultural landscapes.

89. In alternative C, structures to house park maintenance,
interpretive, and resource protection equipment and sup-
plies would be removed from Rio Grande Village and
Chisos Basin. This would require the park to house this
equipment and material at some distance from where it
would be used. The effect of this would be slightly offset by
the fact that alternative C would require less maintenance
of park infrastructure. Still it would make park operations
less efficient.

90. The goals of experiencing solitude, experiencing the natural
world, experiencing the richness of biological diversity, and
seeing plants and animals in their natural setting seem to
take in the same ideas as suggested. 

88.

89.

90.
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Response to Betty Alex Letter

Maps:  Concern about information and nomenclature found
on some maps in the draft document. 

Response: Comments on the maps have been considered and
maps have been corrected where appropriate. As
explained in the document, the maps are for illus-
tration purposes only and are not drawn perfectly
to scale; the maps are not meant to be more than
conceptual.
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Individuals
Responses to Thomas Alex Letter

Maps:  Concern about information and nomenclature found
on some maps in the draft document. 

Response: Comments on the maps have been considered, and
maps have been corrected where appropriate. As
explained in the document, the maps are for illus-
tration purposes only and are not drawn perfectly
to scale; the maps are not meant to be more than
conceptual.
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Interpretive Themes: Concern over lack of recognition of the
role of the Spanish in the park area.

Response: A correction has been made in the text. 

Alternatives: There was concern about the lack of stewardship
for cultural resources in the alternatives.

Response: By law, regulations, and policy, the National Park
Service is required to provide stewardship for the
park's cultural resources. These cultural resource
management requirements are spelled out in the
"Cultural Resource Management Requirements"
for archeological resources, ethnographic
resources, historic buildings/structures, and collec-
tions section of the document (see pages 28-31 in
the draft document). These stewardship require-
ments would be the same in all alternatives.
Measures beyond the basic stewardship require-
ments are shown in the discussion of the alterna-
tives.
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International and Federal A
gencies

Big Bend Management Prescriptions: There was concern
that as inventories are completed, new sites and structures that
are significant cultural resources might be identified outside the
cultural prescription that has already been defined.

Response: Newly identified sites and structures that are signif-
icant cultural resources would be treated following
NPS policies and procedures for such resources.
NPS requirements for the preservation, treatment,
and protection of cultural resources can be accom-
modated within any management prescription.

Cultural Prescription:  There was concern that this manage-
ment prescription does not recognize the important of archeo-
logical and ethnographic resources in Big Bend National Park.

Response: The cultural resource prescription has been modi-
fied to accommodate this concern. See the descrip-
tion of management prescriptions. Also the sugges-
tion for conducting a parkwide cultural sites inven-
tory has been incorporated into the section on
"Mitigation and Additional Studies."
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Affected Environment, Cultural Resources, Archeological
Resources: There was concern that some of the text was inac-
curate. 

Response: Text has been corrected.

Affected Environment, Cultural Resources, Historic
Structures: There was concern about the preservation and
maintenance of historic structures.

Response: The text has been corrected to better describe the
preservation and maintenance of the park's historic
structures.
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AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS TO WHICH THIS 
DOCUMENT WAS SENT 

 
Note:  An * indicates that that agency or 
organization commented on the draft plan. 
 
International Agencies 
 
International Boundary and Water Commission, 

United Sates and Mexico* 
 
Federal Agencies 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 Natural Resources Conservation Service 
 U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

National Park Service 
 Amistad National Recreation Area 
 Guadalupe National Park 

  Organ Pipe Cactus National Park 
  Rivers and Trails Program 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service* 
  Ecological Field Office 

U.S. Geological Survey 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency* 

Mexican State Agencies 

Patricio Martinez 
Palacio de Gobierno 
Chihuahua, Chihuahua 25000 
Mexico 
 
Rogelio Montemayor 
Palacio de Gobierno 
Saltillo, Coahuila 25000 
Mexico 

Mexican Protected Areas 
 
Maderas del Carmen 

Julio Carrera 
Apdo. Postal 486 
Saltillo, Coahuila 2500 
Mexico 

 

CaZon de Santa Elena 
Pablo Dominquez 
Col. San Felipe 
Chihuahua, Chihuahua 31240 
Mexico 

 
U.S. Senators and Representatives 

Office of Senator John Cornyn 
Office of Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison 
U.S. Representative Henry Bonilla 
U.S. Representative Gene Green 
U.S. Representative Silvestre Reyes 

State Agencies 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Texas Parks and Wildlife 
 Big Bend Ranch State Park 
 Black Gap Wildlife Management Area 
 Davis Mountains State Park 
 Endangered Species Branch* 
 Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program* 
Texas Historical Commission (state historic 

preservation office)* 

State Officials 

Texas Governor Rick Perry 
Texas State Representative Pete Gallego 
Texas State Senator Frank Madla 

American Indian Tribes with Potential 
Cultural Affiliation to the Park 

Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
Blackfeet Tribe 
Caddo Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
Jicarilla Apache Tribe 
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
Comanche Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas 
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272 

Local, City, and County Governments 

Alpine, Texas, local government* 
Amarillo, Texas, local government 
Brewster County 
 Commission* 
 Judge, Val Beard 
 Historical Commission* 
Brownsville, Texas, local government 
Fort Stockton, Texas, local government* 
Pecos County Historical Commission* 
San Vicente School District 
 
Terrell County Commission 
 Judge Dudley Harrison 

Organizations and Businesses 
 
Abilene Reporter-News 
Alpine Commerce 
Alpine Observer 
American Whitewater Association 
Andy White Ranches 
Associated Press 
Audubon Texas 
Austin American-Statesman 
Balmorhea Commerce 
Barton Warnock Center 
Big Bend Motor Inn/Mission Lodge 
Big Bend Natural History Association 
Big Bend Resorts* 
Big Bend River Tours 
Big Spring Commerce 
Big Spring Herald 
Borderline 
Brewster County Tourism Council* 
Brownsville 
Brownwood Bulletin 
Bullis Gap Ranch and Paradise Valley Ranch 
Center for Environmental Resource 

Management 
Chevron USA 
Chisos Mountain Lodge 
Continental Divide Trail Society 
Conservationists’ Wild River Committee 
Crane Chamber of Commerce 
Dallas Morning News 
Davis Mountains Trans Pecos Heritage 

Association 
Del Rio Commerce 
Del Rio News Herald 
Desert Sports 

Eagle Pass News-Guide 
El Paso Times 
Far Flung Adventures 
Forever Resorts, LCC 
Fort Davis Chamber of Commerce 
Fort Stockton Commerce 
Fort Stockton Pioneer 
Fort Worth Newsletter 
Fort Worth Star Telegram 
Galveston Daily News 
Geofactors* 
Houston Chronicle 
Indian Creek Landowners Association 
Isleta del Sur Pueblo 
Jeff Davis County Mountain Dispatch 
Judge Roy Bean Center 
Kent State University 
KFST Radio 
KLKE and KDLK Radio 
KMID-TV Channel 2 
KVLF Radio 
KOSA-TV 
KVLF Radio 
KWES-News West 9 
KWES-TV 
KWMC Radio 
Lajitas Resort* 
Lajitas Trading Post 
Laredo Morning Times 
Lubbock Avalanche-Journal 
Marathon Commerce 
Marathon Museum Society* 
Marfa Chamber of Commerce 
Midland Commerce 
Midland Reporter-Telegram 
Mission Chamber of Commerce 
National Parks and Conservation Association* 
National Park Concessions, Inc. 
Northern Arizona University 
Northwestern University 
Odessa American 
Odessa Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Paradise Valley 
Pecos Commerce 
Pecos Enterprise 
Pitcock Ranch 
Presidio Commerce 
Randolph Company 
Rio Grande Adventures 
Rio Grande Sun 
Riskind Natural Resources 
Rhodes Welding 
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San Angelo Commerce 
San Angelo Standard-Times 
San Antonio Express-News 
Sanderson Commerce 
San Marcos Record 
Sanderson River Ranch 
Santa Fe New Mexican 
Sierra Club 
 Coastal Bend* 

Houston Club* 
 Lone Star Chapter* 
Standard/Radio Post 
Study Butte Store 
Sul Ross University 
Terlingua Moon 
Terlingua Ranch Lodge 
Terrell County News Leader 
Terrell Visitor 
Texas Audubon Society 
Texas Explorers Club 
Texas Mountains Regional Tourism Council* 
Texas River Adventures 
Texas Rivers Protection Association 

Texas Tech University 
The Alpine Avalanche 
The Battalion 
The Big Bend Sentinel 
The Conservation Fund 
The Conservationists’ Wilderness and Wild 
River Committee 
The Crane News 
The Desert Candle Newspaper 
The Gage Hotel 
The International Presidio 
The Lajitas Sun 
The Sweetwater Reporter 
The Van Horn Advocate 
University of Northern Colorado 
University of Texas-El Paso 
Uvalde Commerce 
Valley Star 
Voyageur Outward Bound 
Waco Tribune-Herald 
World Wildlife Fund 
 




